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* ATTEr C ':.Retroactive correction of author±:ed LileOrC
race for Forest Serviceo -r'loyees

t C, E I Travel authorization of roreac Servico eeployees
Pay be modifi~d tn corrnct a ailengn. rate that uns

erroneouoly fixcd at a lover rate than authorized
iunder the agency's travel manual based on the FMR.

1 The enployees were originally authortied the lowor
rate (5 cents per mile) on the erroneous basis tbat

. :. they were "committed" to use a Gcvermnnnt vehicle.
Under the agency'e travel nanual thewe vcre entitled

.......- to the higher rate (9 cents per mdle) since they
were in a travel status on teaporary duty for over
15 consecutive days and therefore warn not "comnitted"
to use a Government vehicle.

i..

This matter concerns a requogt b.y Ln authorized certifying
esftcar for an advance decision on *be travel claims for 11 mn-

ployacs of the Parent Service. Department of Agriculture. The
*claims stan from a general travel authorization covering the
1i eaployees and authorizing their use of privately owned auto-
*obiles to perform teqporary duty travel wcth a mileage allovance
at the rate of 5 cents per mile. The enployees clnic remhburse-

ent at the higher rate of 9 cents per nile, and the Parent
Service recoumends approval of the claims at that rate. The
t4tter vwa submitted for our decision since allowance of the
ted-a vould require retroactive modification of the travel
autborization originaLly Issued for theoo emp.toyees4 It is
noted that the request for an advance decision liste by nnre
&*0 "TJoyeta who aro making clairam. In the enclosures thero are[ I vouchers, one of vhich is for '=. Ceorgo L. Bard whose uame is
not listed in tho request for an advance decision. blovever, since
hls ClaimI siiStliar to the otber claimsn this decision will aloo

ApplIcable to hi canse.

under 5 U.S.C. S 57041$/(I970) enplo:'ecs propaxly autbor±:cd
to uac tboa p:!vacet'v ac-lr gu:ntoY.'!en official bu:iraes
*:c Cti±:Ld tc :ot z:u:ac:r.anc at a raca nct :o 3:t:-ed 12
'or -12e. AIcvwc:sn *:tee: :.c c±tad :.z":u ar M" --'n
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,tr subject to thc travel allowance policies sot forth in the
Forest Service Hanual. more opecifically paragraphs 6543.03
,md 6543.04.

mbe original travel authoritation specified S cents per rile
on the basis cf paragraph 654?.04b-3n in the cited manual which
provides in substance that the 5-cent rate is the naximum rate
&utborited tben the employee is "committed" to use a Government-
Mad vehicle, but for personal reasons prefers to travel in his
ova vehicle. Tis aduinistrative policy is dorived from rrR
par. 1-4.4(c)I(Kay 1973), which provides:

.c PartIal reimbursement when Government
automobile is available. Whn an employee who is
counitted to using a Coveruxent-owned .utomcbile or
who because of the availability of Govenaent-owned
automobiles would not ordinarily be authorized to use
a privately owned convaytnce in lieu of a Government-
owned automobile nevertheless requests use of a
privately owned conveyance, reiabursement say be au-
thortzed or approved at the rate of 5 cents per wile,
rhe approximate cost of operating a Government-owned
automobile, fixed costs excluded."

Subsequent to perfornance of the travel in question, the
Forest Service concluded that ao administrative error had been
*ade in prescribing the lower rate since the subject employees
were not "committed" to using a Goverauent-ownod vehicle for their
travel. Paragraph 6543.03g-3b(1) of the cited manual provides in

E4 substanca that an e¢ployee is not considered "cammitted" to use a
COvttrnrent vehicle when the travel in question requires hin to be
Sway from his official station 15 or more consecutive days. The
rteord shows that the 11 employees were in a continuous travel
Status for more than 15 consecutive days with the exception off .. )tr* David T. Fahoncy. The voucher submitte4 by Mr. Iahoney shown
that he left his official stacion at Littleton, !:w ;iampshire, on
Au;ust 2, 1974, arriving at his official Station apt flarow,
ent Virg n4a, on AuSust 3, 1974. Th's vould indicate ; -ei mancuit
t--lse ° aoation cnd '5-- this iz so Mr. Mahoocy Vould p;paruncly
be e2titled to raimburutrgncnt at 3 2ileagc rate provited in
P-"s&raph 6343 5 os tha ci:c'd nanual Thcu san agency a*ssnicr4
V:..,t o:c :.d- nc~i:.: r t sti±d tc con-o-A tie
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our decisions have freqduntly cited And relied on the generil
rule that legal rights and ltabilitics in regard to travel al-
javances vast when the travel Is perforred pursuant to the travel
auchoriaation and that the authorization may not he revoked or
modified retroactively Do as to increase or decraseo the rights
Bad Lonefits which have veaced or bocome fised under applicable
StAtutes or regulations. Exceptions have beon made to correct
apparent errors or to complete an incouplote travel order in ac-
cordance vith the original tnrfnt of the oEficlaipho issued the
order. Sq 54 Coti. Gan. 6384(1975); 51 id. 736,Y73S (1972);
a-180970,14ovesber 7, 1974, and decisions cited therein. We
believe that retroactive modification ie also permissible in this
cae where the agency by its Own adbmission aitta1ll7 misconn-tued
or misapplied its written policy guideliaes in f tWng a lower
mileage rate than was mandated by statute, the FTR, and the Forest
Service Manual.

Accordingly, with the exception in thn case of Mr. Hahoney,
since the applicable agency policy vas not initially followed, we
bave no objection to an ametwvent of the travel authorization
which would fix a mileage rate that is otherwine proper under the
*gency s policy guidelines and tho FtR. Such an amendment would
also validate tileage alloweacco previously paid at the 9-cent
tate.

ljzp: > Conptroller General
of the United States
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